
August 1, 1996
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Caton:

RECEIVED

AUG 21996
FCC MArl ROOM

Enclosed are the original and four copies of the comments of GVNW Inc./Management in
response to the Commission's Public Notice in CC Docket 96-45 (Reference DA No. 96­
1078) released July 3, 1996.

Also enclosed is one copy of our comments to be stamped and returned in the enclosed
self addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this tiling may be directed to me at (503) 624-7075.

Sincerely,

/~~I3~j$
Kenneth T. Burchett
Vice President

cc: International Transcription Service
2100 M Street N.W.
Suite 140
Washington, DC 20037

Ernistine Creech (Diskette)
Common Carrier Bureau
Accounting and Audits Division
Suite 257
2000 L Street N.W.
Washington DC 20554

Enel.
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

REceiVED

AUG ? 1996
FCC MAIL ROOM

In the Matter of )
)

Further Comment on Specific Questions )
Regarding Universal Service )

Federal-State Joint Board

CC Docket No. 96-45

COMMENTS OF GVNW INC.IMANAGEMENT

GVNW Inc.lManagement (GVNW) respectfully submits its responses to some of

the specific questions released by the Common Carrier Bureau on July 3, 1996 in the

above referenced proceeding. GVNW is a consulting firm providing services to over one

hundred local exchange carriers in over twenty states. Our client companies have been the

sole providers ofquality and affordable universal service for many rural areas in this

country.

Sclwols. Libraries. Health Care Providers

Q 6. Should the "mgt or fUDctioHiitia eliJjbIe for diKoURts be specifically
limited and identified. or should the diKoupt apply to aft available services!
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A 6. The services or functionalities eligible for discounts should be specifically limited

and identified.

Hilh Cost Fund

Q 26. If tile es.istilg hilltsost 'MAHrt .cela'lilm ....ins in pl.ce (08 either a
DKIlMept or temporary -iV. what meditkatioDl. if any. are required to comply
with the Telecommunic.tips Ad of 1996?

A 26. No changes are required to comply with the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

However, the Bulk Billing of Switch Support (OEM weighting) or the inclusion ofthis

support in a new fund may be required to make this support explicit by removing it from

the per minute of use access charges.

Q 27. If tile lIig1J-cOlt sYMOrt mt. is kept in.g for rural areas, bow should it
be -Mal to target the find better and consistently with the Telecommunigtions
Adoft996?

A 27. GVNW proposed the following in its filed comments:

Summary of GVNW ProlOsal

GVNW Proposals are summarized as follows:

Part 36 Rules Changes

! Subpart F ~ Universal Service Fund modified to apply only to rural LEes and

changed to remove the lag in the calculations.
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• DEM Weighting rules modified to apply only to rural LECs.

Part 69 Rule Changes

• Increase cap on EUCL to $5.50 or modifY the Charges to Interexchange carriers

by implementing a per line charge to replace the per minute ofuse charge.

• Eliminate Carrier Common Line on a per minute ofuse basis.

• Make provisions for new support mechanism which will pick up residual Common

Line requirement in excess ofEUCL charges, plus DEM weighting and the

interstate expense adjustment (USF)

• The proposal includes a four year transition to increase the EUCL and phase out

the CCL and long term support.

Q 28. Wh.t.re the MtCltial acIy.RtgR .peI diJadyMtages of basing the paymeDts
to COMpetitive arden OD Ihe book cosg of the incumbeDt local exchaDge carrier
o.mag iD the same service area?

A 28. Any plan which rewards providers on a system not based on the cost of them

building plant and providing service is sending the wrong signals to such competitive

earners.

Q 31. If a bifumted pIMa that wo" 6w the yK of book COlts (instead of proxy
costs) were used for rural compaDies, how should rural companies be deftDed?

A 31. Rural companies should be defined consistent with the Telecommunications Act of

1996. A bifurcated plan which keeps the current procedures for rural companies would

allow rural companies to continue providing excellent service to their subscribers.
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Prexy Models

Q 46. Should a proxy mod" be adopted if it is based on proprietary data that may
Dot be available for public review?

A 46. Models, rules, procedures etc., should only be developed or adopted based on data

which is publicly available.

Bendtmark Cost Model CBCMl

Q 56. How dt the book tMh of iDgI-Nt local eldy", Claim compare with
the calculated prexy costs of the BeDcll.ark Cost Model £BCM) for the same areas?

A 56. GVNW Reply Comments pages 14 through 20 reflected the comparisons prepared

by SWBT and by GVNW which illustrates significant variations between actual costs and

the BCM or other models.

Q 58. Wllat IR the 'm..'" IN diydyaltlU' of viI' a wire ceDter igstead of
a CeRlUS Block Greup as the appropriate ,,,mpllic area iD projeetiD, COlts?

A 58. There are several benefits to using a wire center support area. Some costs are

currently available on a wire center basis. No costs are kept on a census block basis.

Some plant records are kept on a wire center basis. No plant records are kept on a census
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block basis. Service is engineered and provided substantially on a wire center basis. No

service is engineered or provided on a census block basis.

A system of support for the rural areas ofnon-rural companies based on equivalent

distribution plant wire miles per subscriber on a wire center basis would appear to be a

reasonable approach which should be evaluated. This approach could result in a charted

monthly support payment per subscriber based on various ranges ofcustomer density.

Actual wire miles could be used with either real costs or proxies from the industry models

to target appropriate suppon levels. After the levels were set, the wire mile and

subscriber records would be used for the annual support level calculations. The balance

between total fund levels and the monthly support rates would be subject to the FCCs

judgment as to the real need of the non-rural companies. Competitors who provide

service within qualifying wire center areas could receive the same support amount per

customer. A support system for non-rural companies truly restricted to rural areas (high

mile to subscriber areas) will address service areas which will experience much less

competition than in the more densely populated areas. The vast majority of the non-rural

telephone companies' customers are not located in rural service areas and these more

urban areas do not need a tJ SF support system regardless who provides the service. This

approach would presuppose a relatively modest fund compared to other proposals being

discussed. Care must be taken not to eliminate the true benefits from competition by

essentially eliminating true competition by introducing artificial, publicly funded

competition in a significant portion of the marketplace.
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While the number of customers and areas truly requiring support is relatively small, it is

essential that these areas receive proper recognition.

The avoidance of unmanageable methodologies or incomprehensible procedures is

required for any support system to be effective at sending only the needed support to the

properly targeted areas.
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GVNW appreciates this opportunity to provide input on some ofthe important

questions the Joint Board is attempting to address.

Respectfully submitted,

GVNW Inc./Management

Kenneth T. Burchett
Vice President
7125 S.W. Hampton
Portland, Oregon 97223
(503) 624-7075
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Servi~e List

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W. - Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W. -- Room 844
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W. -- Room 832
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee. FL 32399-0850

The Honorable Kenneth McClure, Vice Chairman
Missouri Public Service Commission
301 W. High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

The Honorable Sharon L. Nelson, Chairman
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

The Honorable Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 E. Capital Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Martha S. Hogerty
Public Counsel for the State of Missouri
P.O. Box 7800
Harry S. Truman Building, Room 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102
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Deborah Dupont, Federal Staff Chair
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Paul E. Pederson, State Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Truman State Office Building
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720-0074

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capital, SOO E. Capital Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501-5070

Lorraine Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1016 West Sixth Avenue, Suite 400
Anchorage, AK 99501

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Mark Long
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Gerald Gunter Building
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 400
Little Rock, AR 72203-0400

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, IA 50319
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Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th Street, N.W., -- Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

Terry Monroe
New York Public Service Commission
Three Empire Plaza
Albany, NY 2223

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W., Room 542
Washington, D.C. 20554

Lee Palagyi
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Jeanine Poltronieri
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20423

Jonathan Reel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Roberts
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Gary Seigel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington D.C. 20036
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Pamela Szymczak
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Whiting Thayer
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L. Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Alex Belinfante
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Larry Povich
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554
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